In the introductory Part I outlined the main argument of this book, which problematizes the question of positioning within organization theory. I argued that the question of positioning organization is related to the concept of hegemony, which describes the project of positioning as impossibility. A conception of the impossibility of organization, however, is not part of a so called postmodern project of political relativism. Instead, it opens up and even demands possibilities of radical social change that involve questions of political strategies of organization. In Part II of this book I will discuss a range of philosophies that will allow me to conceptualize the impossibility of organization. As will become apparent, impossibility has something to do with speculation, and all philosophies discussed in this part of the book are speculative in nature in the sense that they negate, or deposition, established positions and explore possibilities of affirmatively creating new positions. I will argue that it is this simultaneity of depositioning and repositioning that characterize the event of politics described by these philosophies.
Part of what I try to do in this book is to read between the lines of what are sometimes regarded as different philosophical traditions in order to make productive use of them. This 'making use' can be related to Benjamin's (1999f) conception of reading, which, in his view, should not be aimed at trying to reveal the origin or true intension of a work. Instead, reading is always a translating of text, which must be understood as an affirmative destruction of an author. The aim of Part II is not to present the wholeness of philosophical texts. Instead, I will see these texts as fragments that need to be translated. For Benjamin, this is the only way to do justice to a text: to destruct and translate it into a new text. The destruction of philosophical texts attempted here aims at exploring the philosophical understanding of the event of politics, which is of importance for conceptualizing the impossibility of organization and formulating a political project of repositioning organization theory.
One particular type of translation I will attempt in Part II of this book is between, what we could call, a German, largely pre-Second-World-War tradition, which is discussed in Chapter 3, and a French post-war tradition of theory, explored in Chapter 4. In organization theory and other fields of enquiry there are sometimes artificial demarcating barriers seen between these traditions, which have sometimes been referred to as critical theory and poststructuralism/postmodernism (see Alvesson and Deetz, 2000, p. 81-111) . On one hand, critical theory is sometimes regarded as rationalistic, elitist and something that aims at grand emancipatory and political narratives -as can be seen in Alvesson and Deetz (2000) . On the other hand, poststructuralism, or what is usually referred to as postmodernism, is sometimes seen as a celebration of fragmentation, textual plays, hyperreality and loss of foundations (ibid.). Rather than relying on a binary understanding of critical theory and poststructuralism, I will, instead, show that there are many connecting lines between, what I refer to as, the philosophical traditions of destruction and deconstruction. In my view, what these traditions generally share is an understanding of speculative thought, which aims at negating, or depositioning, established positions and exploring possibilities of affirming different positions. What I will be concerned with is to show that such a speculative movement between negativity and positivity never ends. But I will argue that this still makes possible, and even demands from us, a particular event of politics, in which new positions of social organization may be claimed. Before I engage in detail with some philosophies of destruction and deconstruction in Chapters 3 and 4, let me reflect on this book's general intellectual approach.
Dialectics in organization theory
As I outlined in the introductory chapter, this book puts forward a dialectical argument built around the triad of positioning, depositioning and repositioning. This is, perhaps, seen by some as an odd choice, as dialectics has not been very popular with organization theorists recently. In times of an emphasis of organization as process and movement and the popularity of French poststructural thought it seems that the philosophical tradition of dialectics has past its sell-by date. However, my choice of dialectics has been a deliberate one. Part of what I try to achieve here is to reclaim a space for dialectics, which does not imply, as I will argue, that we simply have to go back to say Hegel and uncritically apply his thought. On the contrary, the point of dialectics is not to see it as some sort of transcendental method that cannot be subjected to critique. Instead, to be a true dialectician, one has to dialectically engage with the dialectical approach itself.
Without having the necessary space to engage in detail with the discourses of dialectics in organization theory, the first thing to note is that dialectics is not a fixed category or universal method; instead, it is a
